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Summary

Ju-ing the Fall 1973 semester, a sample of USC faculty affiliated
with schools that offer both graduate and undergraduate programs received
a confidential questionnaire covering a broad range of topics regarding
their relationship with the University. A sample of faculty from the graduate
professional schools were asked to respond tu the sub-section of the ques-
tionnaire exploring their opinions on administrative policies and practices.

In view of the sensitive nature of some of the questions, the passibility
of individual identification, and the unaggressive nature of the attempts
to encourage responses from the dilatory or reluctant, the 68% response rate
is quite high, confirmation of the tendency,'noted in other studies, of the
USC faculty to cooperate and communicate when asked.

Self-ratings of the amount of interest they have in various aspects of
the professional job rather effectively dispel the oft expressed dichotomy
of the teacher and the researcher. No relationship was found between the
two interests; that is, an individual with a high degree of interest in one
may or may not have a high degree of interest in the other. .0 one expressed
a total lack of interest in either teaching or research - a reasonable finding,
considering the nuiber of colleges and research institutes available for the
single-interest professional. If one were forced to state the strongest
interest of USC faculty, it would be teaching. Even those with only a moderate
interest in teaching accept a personal responsibility and have a strong sense
of obligation to their students.

Reports of personal contacts give the impressicn that many of the faculty

iii



are quite isoiated from each other and from the administration. Their
loyalties are to those closest to them: their students and their departmental
colleagues. The majority believe that they are affiliated with a good depart-
ment and are in agreement with its goals. They believe USC is a fairly good
place to be and expect that any changes that may occur in the next few years
will be for the better. There is cause for dissatisfaction with the operation
of the reward system. The faculty do not feel that their lot is improved
by making contributions in the areas they perceive to be valued at USC. They
express a desire for some order or uniformity of policies, particularly in
persocnnel practices.

The prime focuses of concern for the faculty are their students and
their professional field. The University is a vehicle for the accomplishment
of their goals and is seen rather dimiy through the screen of the departments
and schools. In general, and despite cpecific complaints, the faculty appear
to be moderately content with their professorial life and not unduiy pessimistic

apout the future.
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USC FACULTY:

Their Views of the University

INTRODUCTION

There are many channels of communication at USC for the faculty member
who wishes his or her opinion on a subject to be known. In addition to self-
initiated statements, there are numerous committees and the new President's
Advisory Council and Faculty Senate through which ‘~«ulty opinions are incor-
porated in the policies and practices of the University. Beyond this, occasions
and needs arise where it is desirable to have quantifiable information based
on a more comprehensive sample of faculty. In response to an accumulation of
requests, the Office of Inst.tutional Studies compiled a multi-purpose question-
naire during the Spring of 1973. Administrators and faculty active in university
affairs reveiwed topics and specific items in regards to apprcpriateness, inter-
est, answerability and technical soundness. A final revision and selection of
items was made by OIS and the questionnaire was distributed during the Fall

semest2r of 1973.



PROJECT DESIGN

Description of the Questionnaire

The questiornaire can be logically divided into four sections. The
first focuses on the faculty's work relationship with USC. The items ask
the faculty to describe their professional interests, values, and orientation
and to indicate their satisfaction with their working conditions, with USC,
and with themselves. A second section elicits faculty opinion and perceptions
on specific issues of current and/or continuing concern to faculty and adminis-
tration. The third and fourth sectiors serve informational needs regarding
retirement policies ard interdisciplinary research programs.

Faculty ot schools that offer both graduate and undergraduate programs
received the complete questionnaire. Faculty of schools that offer only post-
baccalaureate programs received a sherc form that omitted the first section
of the itens described above.

Because few universities attempt a faculty satisfaction study and fewer
yet are willing to distribute the resulte, a major limitation of this project
is the lack of comparable data to serve as a standard for evaluating the responses.
For example, if one were to find that 27 of the faculty stated that their
prinary goal in teaching is to “develop moral character", that estimate is of
interest on an absolute scale, but one would also 1ike to know if 27 is an
unusually high or an unusually low figure, or if it is typical of faculty in
similar universities.

The fmerican Council of Education has published two reports of a nationwide
study of faculty in 300 institutions during the 1968-69 and 1972-73 academic

years (1,2). Dressel, et al. (4) aralyzed departmental operaticns and faculty

inte~actions of 70 LAS, Business and Engineering departments within 15 different



universities. Whenever possible appropriate items from these studies were
included in the USC survey and the comparative data is presented.

Selection of Sample

The population to be surveyed was defined as faculty with the rank of
assistant professor or above, whose duties are primarily instructional.
Department chairpersons were included; individuals whose duties are primarily
administrative were not. Sample A was drawn from a 1971-72 1isting of faculty
by department within Architecture and Fine Arts, Business. Engineering, Letters,
Arts and Sciences, and Performing Arts. An initial selection of every other
individual was made. The names of individuals ~ot at USC for the 1973-74 year
were discarded; additional individuals were selected or omitted at random to
achieve a distribution sample equal to 40% of the number of 1973-74 faculty in
each department and school. Thus Sample A consists of regular instructional
faculty who had had a minimum ot two years experience at USC and were affiliated
with schools that offer botrn a graduate and undergraduate program.

Sample B consisted of a random selection of 40 of the facuity with 1973-
74 salarv contracts from each of the other schools of the university except
Medicine, from which 17° were selected at random.

Data Collection

The questionnaires were placed in the Campus Mail November 9, 1973. One-
third of the recipients had returned the questionnaire by November 19th, the
Monday before the Thanksgiving holidays, when a reminder rotice was mailed. On
December 5th a second questionnaire was sent to those who had not yet responded,
40 of the original sample. Data Collection was terminated on December 28th with

74 of the original sample accounted for.




Each questionnaire was given a code number that would enable sub-analyses
based on rank, age, etc. without asking on the questionnaire itself for data
that might identify the respondent. The computer cara containing the personal
data, which was obtained from administrative records, was identified only by
that code number. The code sheet linking number and name was destroyed prior
to analyses. The instructions suggested that the faculty omit any item that
they did not want to answer, but asked that they return the questionnaire even
if it was completely blank.

Because of the sensitive nature of some of the questions and the diffi-
culty of answering others, complaints and protests were registered. Twenty-five
individuals (6- of the sample) returned unanswered questionnaires or asked
Institutional Studies to remove their nume from the sample. Most offered no
explanation, but the two reasons cited above and "lack of time" were mentioned.
Seven individuals preferred to respond with absolute anonymity and removed the
code number. Their responses are included in the analyses whenever possible.
Many respondents exercised the option of omitting some items. This will be
noted in the discussion of the items, but occurred most frequently for the
sections dealing with retirement and witi, interdisciplinary research and other
areas where it is reasonable to assume, on a post hoc basis, that the faculty
had no opinion or no knowledye on which to base an cpinion.

The nunber of faculty who received the questionnaire and the number who
answered it are shown in Table 1. The number of questionnaires that were analyzed

was 289, 68 of the original sample and approximately 18  of the total USC faculty.



Table 1

Response Tahulations

Received Retcurned Answered
Sample Questionnaire Questicnnaire Questionnaire
A 239 183  (77%) 167  (70%)
B 187 131  (70%) 122 (65%)
TOTAL 426 314  (74%) 289 (68%)
~ Analyses

The analyses of the questionnaire items concerning retirement and inter-
disciplinary programs are described in separate reports:

OIS 74-1 Interdisciplinary and Multidisciplinary Programs:
Attitudes and Experiences of USC Faculty

0IS 74-2 Faculty Retirement: A Preliminary Study.

The remainder of the items were analyzed along two dimensions: academic
rank and "faculty unit". To have reasonably stable statistics it was necessary
to combine the responses of faculty of the smaller schools and the term “faculty
unit" was created to describe the resulting groups. The schools of Engineering
and Business and the three divisions of LAS are treated as separate faculty
units. The schools of Architecture and Fine Arts and of Performing Aris were
combined to form the "Arts" faculty unit. The three Law faculty who responded
were grouped with Dentistry because they both have a self-contained student body
and ar independence in scheduling not typical of other professional schools.

To correct for the under-sampling of the Medical faculty, a weight of 2.5 was
assigned to their responses to reflect their actual representation among the
total university faculty. The Medicine, Dentistry-Law, and Other faculty units
did not receive items 1 through 23. The data reported is from all units for

which it is available.



Two Appendices supplement the results presented in this report. Appendix
A is a reproduction of the questionnaire showing the number of faculty who
selected each response. Statistically significant differences between ranks
or between faculty units that are not detailed in the report are shown by item
number in Appendix B.

Description of Respondents

Table 2 details the sub-divisions of the faculty units and the number
of respondents from each. A comparison of the respondents with the non-
respondents shows that the schools of Law and Public Administration are
under-represented among the respordents.

The sex, rank, age, tenure status and number of years at USC are also
shown for the respondents. For sample A the following additional data were
recdrded: rank and salary of original appointment at USC, and 1971, 1972, and

. 1973 salaries and leaves. o significant differences wore found between the
respondents and non-respondents on any of those variables.

The faculty whose questionnaire responses are rejorted herein fail to be
fully representative of the total USC faculty in two known dimensions judged
by the author to be of minor importence:

1. o faculty of the schools of Architecture and Fine Arts, Business,
Engineering, and Performing Arts and of the College of Letters, Arts, and Sciences
with less than twe years of USC experience are included.

2. There is a slight under-representation of the faculties of Law and

Public Administretion.




Sex
“Male
Female

Rank in 1973
Assistant
Associate
Professor

Age in 1973
Eess than 30
30 - 39
40 - 49
50 - 59
60 or older

Tenure in 1973
Yes .
No

Years at USC
2 - 5
6 - 10
11
16
21
26

[ I R
N
(S, ]

Faculty Unit
~Arts -

Architecture
Fine Arts
Cinema
Drama
Music

Business

Acct & Taxation
QBA

Management
Finance
Marketing

Engineering
Chemical
Civil
Electrical
Materials Science
Aerospace
Ind & Systems
Mechanical
Petroleum

Table 2

Description of Respondents

Sample A Sample B
% of % of
N Sample N Sample
151 93 100 83
11 7 20 17
56 35 52 43
46 28 29 24
60 37 39 32
8 5 2 2
66 41 25 21
39 24 49 41
35 22 35 29
14 9 9 8
94 58
68 42
75 46
4y 30
21 13
4 2
5 3
8 5
19 12
(2)
{4)
(5)
(1)
(7)
26 16
(2)
(6)
(4)
(7)
(7)
27 17
(2)
(4)
(15)
(1)
(1)
(1)
(2)
(1) 6

TOTAL

% of

N Sample
251 89
31 11
108 38
75 27
99 35
10 4
91 32
88 31
70 25
23 8
19 7
26 9
27 10



Table 2 (Cont)

Sample A Sample B TOTAL
% of % of % of
N Sample N Sample N Sample
Humanities 23 14 23 8
Asian Studies (3)
Classics (2)
English (9)
French/Italian (2)
German (1)
Philosophy (1)
Religion (1)
Spanish/Portuguese (3)
Slavic Languages (1)
Natural Science 30 18 30 11
Biological Sci (10)
Chemistry (4)
Geolgocial Sci (9)
Mathematics (3)
Physics (8)
Social Science 37 23 37 13
Comm Disorders (1)
Economics (2)
History (7)
Speech Comm (3)
Journalism (1)
Psychology (8)
Soc/Anthro (7)
Telecommunications (2)
Internat'l Relations  (3)
folitical Science (3)
Medicine 59 49 59 21*
Dentistry-Law 17 14 17 6
Dentistry (14)
Law (3)
Other 44 37 44 16
Aerospace Safety (9)
Education (17)
Library Science (3)
Pharmacy (7)
Public Administration (2)
Social Work (5)
Urb & Reg Planning (1)
TOTAL 162 120 282

* A1l responses from Medicine were given a weight of 2.5 to correct for
under sampling.
7




An inherent ditticulty in any study for which participation is voluntary
is the inability to predict the responses of those who choose not to participate.
Although the "truth" is unknowable the assumption that non-respondents would
give diametrically opposite answers is as untenable as the assumption that their
answers would te identical. In summary, the reader is urged to avoid over-
interpretation of the findinys but to accept them as supported hypotheses of
the faculty's beliefs and eaperiences.

RESULTS

Faculty Orientations

The job ot a university professor is multi-faceted and it is to be
expected that no individual is equally interested in all areas. The first
item of the guestionnaire, reproduced below, defines four aspects of professional

activity and asks the taculty to indicate the amount of interest they have in

each. The responses are detailed in Table 3.
o X
L &
. <
1. How much interest do you have in each of the four Q‘g& S &
aspects of professional activity described below? | r f~
Administration - development and establishment of
acauemic policies, practices, programs . . . . . . .7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Performance - use of prafessional skills to solve
a problem, to devise a procedure, or to Create some-
thing, e.g., music, a painting, building, etc. . . . 7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Research - participation in specific projects that
include the collection, crqganization and analyses
of data for the advancement of knowledge . . . . . .7 6 5 4 3 2 1

Teaching - the: training and education of students

including direction of student research and
advisement . . . . . . . i i i e i i e e e e e .7 65 4 3 21




Table 3

Interest Scales
(Item 1)

_ Responses
{7 = Great Interest 1 = No Interest

Percent Giving Each Response

Average
7 6 5 4 3 2 1  Ratings n
Administration 17 12 14 23 14 14 7 4.3 159
Performance 40 17 10 12 7 8 4 5.3 155
Research 55 20 12 8 4 1 O 6.1 161
Teaching 63 19 11 7 1 0 O 6.4 161

Intercorrelations of Scales

(N = 152)

Administration Performance Research [eaching

Administration --- .18* .06 . 18*
Performance --- -.08 .13
Research --- .04
Teaching -——-

*Significant at .05 level

Average Ratings by Faculty Unit

Administration Performance* Research Teaching n

Arts 4.5 6.7 5.7 6.7 19
Business 4.1 5.8 5.8 6.3 24
Engineering 4.6 5.6 6.2 6.3 27
Humanities 4.7 4.7 6.0 6.8 19
iNatural Science 3.6 4.7 6.3 6.0 26
Social Science 4.2 4.6 6.5 6.3 36

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance




For three of the interest scales, Performance, Pesearch, Teaching, the
most frequent response of the faculty was category 7, Great Interest. The
responses of interest in Adrinistration approximate a normal distribution
peaking at the average, 4.3. Forty percent cof the faculty reported Great
Interest in Performance, for which the average response in 5.3. No one reported
No Interest in Research or Teaching, which have average ratings of 6.1 and 6.4,
respectively. The Administration scale has a mild positive relation (r = .18)
with Performance and Teachirng. Other pairings of scale responses show no
relationships.

A significant difference was noted in the average ratings given by the
faculty units on the Performance scale. The Arts faculty have the highest
average interest (6.7) and the faculty of the three LAS divisions have the
lowest average (4.6 or 4.7) interest in Performance.

Item 17 consists cf a miscellany of statements about various phases of
a professor's job; the percent agreeing or disagreeing with each statement is
shown in Table 4. The statement attracting the greatest unanimity of agreement
(95.) is "1 feel respensibie if the students in my class don't seem to have
learned much." Disagreerent was noted among ranks on two statements. Almost
half (49 ) of the assistant anc associate professors either tend to disagree
or strongly disagree with the statement that "the best measure of professional
competence is quality of research" whereas 26 of the professors tend to disagree
with the staterient and none expressed strong disagreement. A significantly
greater percentage (43 ) of associate professors agreed that "usvally the most
prestigious person is elected to chair a department” than did the assistant
and full professers (20 ). The Arts faculty were also more likely to agree

with that statement than were the other faculty.
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Table 4
Attitudes Toward Professional Activities

17. The statements below express opinions with which some faculty will agree
and other will disagree. Please indicate your opinion.

Responses
4 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree ¢ Giving
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree Each Response
4 3 2 1
The dominant need in my field is for the application and
utilization of existing knowledge rather than discovery
of new knowledge . . . . . . « . . v« 4 o e ... 15 24 34 27*
A university professor should focus his attention on
future needs rather than on irmediate problems . . . . . . 11 36 42 11
What I 1ike best is making use of the skills and talent
I have inmy own field . . . . . . . . « . .« ¢ v v . . . 56 36 6 1
Faculty without professional contacts outside the univer-
sity world tend to become unrealistic and esoteric . . . 50 28 14 8

The translation of my theoretical knowledge into a completed
product or program is a very exciting accomplishment . . . 70 24 6 1
The best measure of professional competence is quality of

PeSEArCR . . v v ¢ vt e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 19 a1 29 17°
The development of a discipline requires study of topics

that may seem trivial to the generalist in the field . . . 34 42 18 6
Most of my research is done solely to Secure promotions

and salary inCreases . . . « « « v « ¢« ¢ ot o o o o 0. . . 1 10 25 64
Attending protessional meetings and reading the jourrals

are sufficient to stay current in the field. . . . . . . 3 15 39 44
Teaching a lower division course is a waste cf my knowledge

and expertise. . . . . . . . . . ..o . 5 6 20 69
In general, the most respected faculty are asked to serve

on important committees. . . . . . . . . 0. . 0. . 14 39 30 17
Most faculty active on comm1tteec are seeking security and

influence they can't achieve as scholar-teachers . . . . . 6 26 46 22
I'd rather leave the committee work to those who like that

sort of thing. . . . . . . . .« . . v v i oo e e e . 22 34 30 14
Usually the most prestigious person is elected to chair

adepartment . . . . . . L L . L L e e e e e e e e e e e 5 22 36 37°
Faculty active on committees have a great deal of influence

on the university. . . . . « ¢ v v vt v e v e e e e e e 5 22 50 22
Every student should have some bas1c knowledge of my

discipline . . . . . .« . . .. e e e e e e e e . 26 40 25 9%
[ feel responsible if the students in my clacs don't seem

to have learried much . . . . . . . . . . . . o0 . . 64 31 4 1
My primary obligation tc USC is to do a good job of teaching

MYy ClASSES . & v v & vt v v 4 4 o o o b e e e e e e e 34 34 27 5
The intellectual abilities and motivation of the USC students

make teaching a pleasure . . . . . . . . . o .. ..., 13 43 33 11*
Teach1ng effectiveness. not publ1cat1ons, should be the

primary basis for faculty promotion. . . . . . . . . . .. 15 31 37 17

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
“Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

11




Differences among the faculty units also occurred on three of the statements
related to the teaching function. To the statement, “every student should
have some basic knowledge of my discipline," 86 of the Social Science faculty
and 82. of the Humanities faculty gave a response of agreement; approximately
two- thirds of the faculty of Arts, Business, and Natural Sciences agreed with
the statement, but only one-third of the Engineering faculty. The faculty of
Arts and Huranities showed the highest rate of agreement (72%) with the state-
ment that “the intellectual abilities and motivations of the USC students make
teaching a pleasure;’ the Natural Science faculty were the least likely (33%)
to agree. The Arts faculty also showed the highest rate of agreement (78%)
with the proposition that "teaching effectiveness, not publications should be
the primary basis for f.cuity promotions"; the Natural and Social Sciences
showed the lowest rate { 38 and 35%) of agreement. The ACE studies (1, 2)
report that 68 . of the faculty in uriversities "strongly agree" or "agree with
reservations" to that statement. Forty-six percent of the total USC group
"agree" or "strongly agree".

Item 10, shown on Table 5, asks for opinions on the relative importance
attached to publications and teaching ability in determing rank and salary.
The consensus is that the departments, schools and USC err slightly in the
direction of over-emphasizing publications and under-emphasizing teaching
ability. The proportion stating that publications were over-emphasized declined
as rank increased. These findings appear contradictory to the ratings given
in item 20 of the incentive value "less emphasis on research productivity"
would have on a decision to accept a faculty position at another univer-
sity {Table 2¢). Although 48 of the assistant and associate professors
believe that there is too much emphasis on publications at USC, only 347

gave a positive rating to "less emphasis on research productivity".
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Table 5
Ratings on Professional Activities

____Responses
10. What is your opinion of the amount of 3 Too much emphasis
emphasis put on publications and 2 About the right emphasis
teaching ability in determining rank 1 Too little emphasis
and salary and the University?

© Giving
Each Response
Average
3 2 1 Ratings
Publications
Department. « . « « v v o 4 . . . . 27 64 9 2.1°
SChool. « v v v v v v v v e e e e 39 49 12 2.3
USC & v v v v v et e e e e e e e 38 45 17 2.2°
Teaching Ability
Department. . . . . . . . . .. 1 53 46 1.6
SChoOol. & v v v v v v e e e e e 6 44 50 1.6
USC v v v e v e e e e e e e e e e 4 39 57 1.5 &
< ¢
15. Please irdicate the degree of interest you would NS Ry
have in holding the following university positions Qg;]g;_; N
(not necessarily at USC). L7 6 5 4 3 21
Percent Giving Each Response
Average
7 6 5 4 3 2 1 Ratings
Department chairman . . . . . 17 6 10 16 9 8 33 3.5
Dean of an academic unit. . . 7 6 10 10 8 8 51 2.7
Vice-President. . . . . . . . 7 3 5 4 4 12 66 2.1
President . . . . . . . « « . 9 2 7 3 1 10 69 2.1
Responses

3 Slightly above average
2 Slightly below average
1 Well below average

6. Using the measure appropriate to
your discipline, how would you clas-
sify the amount of your scholarly
productivity in the pasi two years

[4 Well above average

relative to: Eaéhﬁazgggnse Average
4§ 3 2 1 Ratings
faculty in your department. . . . . . 49 32 16 3 3.3
faculty in your school. . . . . . . . 40 39 19 2 3.2
peers in your discipline. . . . . . . 24 49 22 4 2.9
7. How would you rate yourself as a
teacher for:
undergraduate classes . . . . . . . . 61 32 7 0 3.5
graduate classes. . . . . . . . . . . 55 44 1 1 3.5
ingividual instruction. . . . . . . . 61 34 5 1 3.5*

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
CAverage ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
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The responses to item 15, also detailed in Table 5, demonstrate a
striking lack of interest on the part of most faculty in holding univer-
sity administrative positions. The most attractive position is that of
departuent chairman, which has an average rating of 3.5 on & 7-point
scale where 1 = Wo interest. Roughly, one can say that a third of the
faculty have no interest in chairing a department, one-third might be
receptive, and the other third have more positive feelings. Although,
in item 17 (Table 4), the associate professors seem to have a more
favorable image of department chairmen they showed no more interest in
holding that position than did the other ranks. Interest in being a
university president has a negative relationship with rank. The average
rating for assistant professors is 2.5, for associates, 2.2, ior full
professors 1.6.

The USC faculty appear confident of their own abilities. On three
self-ratings of scholarly productivity, vhree-fourths or more rate them-
selves as slightly or well above average; 937 consider themselves above
average teachers. These responses were for items 6 and 7, shown in
Table b. In future studies, these items should be re-written to obtain
a better distribution of responces.

The responses to the items reported in Tables 3, 4, and 5 were
usea to categorize the faculty according to relative interests in Adminis-
tration, Performance, Research and Teaching. A stuay of the questionnaire

basea on that categorization will appear in a supplementary report.

Institutional Interrelationships

Personal Interactions

Items 2 an¢ 13, shown in Table 6, ask the faculty to describe the
frequency and type of interpersonal contact they have with administrators,

students and other faculty. 14



Table 6

Personal Interactions

2. What forms of personal contact have you had in the past year with the
administrative officers listed below? Circle all that apply.

Responses
5 A telephcne conversation
4 An informal face-to-face conversation
3 A formal meeting alone or in a small group
2 Participation on the same committee
1 A written personal communication
% Giving
Each Response
5 4 3 2 1 Mome
President Hubvard 4 3 11 2 15 75
Any Vice-President 18 55 25 19 27 44
The Dean of your School 37 61 51 28 41 22
N
N
ISP "
. . \Q'g\'\lz 0“
13. How often do you experience the following types Q r$
of personal interaction with other faculty in l L l -
your department? 6 5 4 3 5 1
Average Ratings
Arts Bus Eng Hum N.Sci S.Sci TOTAL
Professional
Collaboration on projects 3.2 2.9 4.1 3.0 3.7 3.4 3.4
Informal consultations 4.8 3.8 48 4.5 4.6 4.2 4.4
Social
Informal casual fellowsnip 5.3 4.5 5.9 5,7 5.1 4.9 5.4%
Parties, other social events 2.7 2.5 2.6 4.0 2.9 3.0 2.9*%
Social gatherings with stude.ts 2.8 2.4 2.4 3.2 3.2 2.8 2.8

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
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Twenty-five percent of the respondents reported at least one form of
contact with President Hubbard in the past year and 56. reported personal
contact with a vice-president. A miid tendency is noted toward the full
professors having more contact with the president and vice-presidents.
Neither the rank nor unit analyses revealed significant variation in
number of contacts the faculty had with the Dean of their own school.
Seventy-eight percent of the respondentis reported at least one contact with
their Dean in the previous year.

One of the statements in item 29, for which the respondents from all
schools were asked to indicate the extent of their agreement or disagreement,
reads "the deans and vice-presidents are becoming increasingly isolated
from the faculty". Approximately two-thirds of the faculty of all ranks
ana of all schools stated that they tend to agree or strongly agree with
this statement. More of the full professors chose the strongly agree
response than aid the associate and assistant professors (see appendices).

Item 13 sought more information on faculty social and professional
interactions. A moderate level of informal consultation was reported and

appears to be more frequent than actual collaboration on professional
projects. (See Table 6)

Informal casual fellowship is the most frequent form of social rela-
tions among faculty. The Engineering and Humanities faculty units report
the highest frequency. The Humanities faculty apparently attend more
parties and social events with each other.

Internal and External Influences

In The Confidence Crisis Dressel, et al. (4) found behavioral and

attitudinal differences associated with responses to the question "do
you usually think of yourself primarily as a member of your (a) university,
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(b) department or school, or (c) aisciplines" He found that the 150 in
his sample who thought of themselves more as members of the university
“tended to be full professors who have served the department for a long time.
They were not interested in moving to another university for higher salaries
or prestige. They tended to believe -- more than their associates -- that
the dgean has influence in the department and that certain key members are
also influential. This view was not held by those oriented toward the
departmen or discipline, who tended to view the chairman as more influen-
tial than the dean or other faculty members. The faculty member with
university orientation tendec *to discuss probiems with the dean and other
university administrators at the vice-presidential or presidential level,
and saw his opinions as sought by deans and other administrators. As a
group, these faculty members valued undergraduate instruction, applied
research, and service to business and industry much more than did faculty
with uisciplinary orientations.”

Uressei's item was included in the USC questionnaire. Twenty-two
percent of the sample stated that they thought of themselves primarily
as a member of the university compared to Dressel's 15... The "department
or school" and "discipline" alternatives were each selected by 39. of
the faculty. The relevant items in the USC questionnaire only partially
confirmed Dressel's characterization. The faculty whose primary identi-
fication is with the university did report more contacts with the president
and vice-presidents, but not with deans (item 2). They agreed with the
others in viewing the department chairperson as more influential in depart-
ment affairs than the dean and in giving a moderate influence rating to
department exacutive committees (item 30). Although they reported a greater

sense of obligation for effective service to USC administrative officers

17



and the Board of Trustees, their primary obligation was, like those with
school or discipline identification, to students in their class, faculty
in their department and colleagues in their field elsewhere (item 16).
A1l three identification groups place the same value on a salary increase
or the prestige of the institution in evaluating a job cffer from another
university (item 20).

Item 14, shown in Table 7, is similar to the Dressel item, but asks
for direct ratings on a seven point scale of the extent to which the faculty
feel a loyalty and committment to their department, their school, and to the
University. For each faculty unit and for each rank the kighest rating was

given to the department, the second highest to the university.

Table 7

&
s . &
Institutional Loyalties O “w
&, ,&Q\\
14. To what extent do you feel a loyalty and commitment ?gé? Qy‘:?
to each of the units listed below? G o ¥
| 1 [
| [
Your department . . . . . . . . o oo ..o 7 6 54 3 21
Your SChOOl . .« v v v v i v e e e e e e e e e 7 6 5 4 3 2 1
The University. . . . . . . « « « « . .. ... 17 6 5 4 3 21

Average Ratings

Dept School USC

Faculty Unit

Arts 6.5 5.2 5.5
Business 5.7 4.9 5.1
Engineering 5.5 5.0 5.3
Humanities 5.5 4.5 4.8
Natural Science 5.5 3.8 4.5
Social Science 4.6 3.6 4.3
Rank
Professor 4.9 4.2 4.4
Associate 5.9 4.6 5.2
Assistant 5.6 4.4 5.0
TOTAL 5.6°* 4.,4* 4.8"

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
cAverage ratings of faculty ranks diffgg at the .05 ievel of significance



The Arts faculty gave the highest ratings and the Social Science faculty
the lowest ratings at all three levels of organization. The associate
professors gave higher ratings to each level than aia tne professors who
in turn gave ni;her ratin,s tnar. aic the assistant orofessors.

Item 16, shown in Tatle o, focuses on tne extent to which the faculty
feel a sense of obligation for effective profescional service to groups of

people. The group rotei-ing tne highest rating was "students in your class";

e — _ saeni—
Table 8
Q"v
. : 2
Sources of Professional Ubligations ~$§%§§& *¢§;
X, (v'\-

16. Please indicate the extent to which you feel a sense'}<¢p & va‘

of ubligation for effective professional service to " _ j

each of the groups listed below. 7 6 54 3 21

Average Ratings

Students in your class

Faculty in your department
Colleagues in your field elsewhere
Total USC faculty

The greater Los Angeles community
USC administrative officers

USC alumni and support qroups

(JSC Board of Trustees

WWwWwwabbouoo
ON&OO*DW\DW

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

e ——————

none of the faculty gave the lowest possiple rating, 70 gave the highest

anu <2 the next highest possible rating, resulting in an average rating of
6.5 where the maximum is 7. iext in importance was uepartmental faculty (5.9)
anu colleagues in their fielu elsewhere (5.5). The ratings drop as the

groups beconie increasingly Jistant. In order of average ratings they are:
Total USC faculty (4.4), USC auainistrative officers (3.9), USC Board of
Trusters (3.0). Significant <ifferences were found between average ratings
given by the faculty units for the greater Los Angeles community. Ranked fifth

by the total sample, it was rankea third by the Business faculty, fourth by
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the Social Science faculty, fifth by the Arts faculty and sixth by the
faculties of Engineering, Huranities and Natural Science.

Unlike the previous three itens which deal witt internal influences
withir. the individual, item 20U seeks to idertify sources of external influence
on departrent affairs. The average influence ratina given by the faculties
of the various units differ for each source; these differences are best
understood by examiniation of Table 9. The abbreviations used in Table 9 a'.

shown in parentheses or the item, which is reproduced below.

30. In general, how much influence do each of the following

Q

have over what goes on in your department? e é?
o & &

< § NN

o N
R S

Undergraduate students . . . . . . . . ... (U G). . .7 2 1

Graduate students. . . . - . « + . ... . (Grad). . .7 6 5 4 3 2
Department faculty as a whele. . . . . . . . (Fac ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2
A gepartrment executive committee . . . . . . (Exec ). . . 7 6 5 4 3 2
Department chairperson . . . . . . . . . . . (Chair). . .7 € 5 4 3 2
The Cean of the Schoel . . . . . . . .. .. (Dean). . .7 € 5 4 3 2
tniversity Committees. . . . . . . . . . . . (Comm ). ..7 6 5 4 3 2
Vice-Presidents. . . « v v v v o v o 0 .o (VOP) LT 5 4 3 2
University Presidert . . . . . . ... ... (Pres). . .7 € 5 4 3 2
USC Support Groups . . . .+« « + - o . - . . (Supp). . .7 6 5 4 3 2
Grantirg agencies. . . . . . . + . . . . . . (Grent). . .7 6 5 4 3 2
saticnal accreditiry, 5roufs. . . v . . . . . (Rcc ). . .7 6 £ 4 3 2
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Table 9

Sources of Influence on Department Affairs
(Item 30)

Ratings: 7 = Very Great Influence 1 = No Influence At All

Average Dent-
Ratings _ Arts Bus Eng Hum _ N.Sci  S.Sci  Med  Law _Other Total
! I
6.6 Dean
4
Chair Chair
6.2
Chair
6.0 Chair
Chair Chair
5.8 Exec Chair Chair
Fac Grant
6 vean  Dean Fac Dean
5.4 Dean Dean
Fac
5.2 Exec Dean
Dean | Exec Fac
5.0 Dean Fac Fac
Chair Grant Fac Dean
4.8 V.P. Gran
V.P. | Fac Acc Supp
4.6 Fac V.P. Exec V.P.
Pres |Grant Grad
4.4 Grad | Grad Chair lExec
Pres
4.2 Fac U.G. | Grant
Grad | Acc Grant
4.0
V.P. Grad Acc Exec |Grad
3.8 Grad Exec | V.P. Pres Grad Acc
u.G. Acc V.P.
3.6 Pres | Exec Grant Comm
Grad Comm Supp
3.4 Grad Acc Pres
Comm Acc u.G.
3.2 Exec | Supp | Comm | U.G. Comm Comm
Pres Comm | U.G. |Pres
3.0 Supp Pres V.P. U.G.
u.G. Supp Supp
2.8 Acc Comm U.G. { Comm | U.G.
Supp Supp
2.6 u.G. Acc Acc V.P.
V.P. Exec
2.4 Comm Pres
Pres
2.2 Grant
2.0
Grant Grant | Supp
1.8 Supp
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Four of the categories in item 30, deans, vice presidents, president
and University committees, are elements of "the administration”. Perceptions
of their i1nfluence on departmental affairs varied greatly from one faculty
unit to another. The responses to two global opinion statements in Item 29
about the administration aiso showed significant variation from one faculty
unit to another, but bear no discernible relationship to the ratings of degree

of influence those administrative elements have on departmental affairs.

Table 10
Administration

29. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that each
of the following statements are true at USC.

Responses _
{4 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

The administration is consistent In general, I have confidence in

in working toward well-formuiated the administrative leadership

goals. of the University.

Giving 7 Giving
Each Response* Each Response*

Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Arts 6 5 33 6 6 61 28 6
Business 8 24 44 24 12 32 44 12
Engineering & 65 19 8 20 68 8 4
Humanities 0 23 27 50 4 32 46 18
Natural Science 4 33 18 44 4 31 38 27
Social Sci: :ce 3 22 49 27 3 29 43 26
Medicine 4 46 34 16 13 54 24 9
Dent-Law 0 38 5 6 : 0 69 31 O
Nthers 7 37 37 19 i1 43 32 14
TOTAL 4 40 35 21 10 48 30 12

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Ithe 1970 ACE study (1) reports that 51.. of the university faculty rated the
administration at their institution "Excellent" or "Good"; 49” chose the re-

sponses “Fair" or "Poor".
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Table 10 tatulates the extent uf agreement each faculty unit expressed to the

two statements "the administration is working toward well-formulated goals”

and "in general, I have confidence in the administrative leadership of the
University”. Three-fourths of the faculty chose the middle of the road responses
of "tend to agree” or "tend to disagree".

In addition to the varying power structures perceived by the different
faculty units, the concept of "the administration" was further confounded by
changes in the governance structure of the University immediately preceeding
the distribution of this questionnaire. The University Senate was disbanded
in favor of a Uniyersity Council that included staff members and students as
well as faculty and administrative officers; many standing University committees
were reorganized as part of the Council, student government was suspended and

the Faculty Senate was created.

Table 11
University Council

24. Please indicate the response that best describes your reaction
to the following statements concerning the new University Council.

Responses .
Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree

% Giving
Each Response
4 3 2 1
The size of the Council will prevent its acting effectively
as a decision-making body. . . . . - o . oo e e e e 21 52 25 2
The University committee structure will be improved by
functioning through the Council. . . . . « v v o o o o o 0 o 8 48 36 7
The new University Council will weaken the influence
Of the fACUTLy . « « « o « o ¢ o o o o s o e e e e e 14 35 43 8
The Council will provide a means for developing a
university consensus on questions of policy. . . . . . . 7 51 34 8
Increasing cooperation among faculty, staff, and students
will develop through the Council . . . . « . o o o v v o v v 5 45 42 8
The Council will restrict the powers of the president
and vice-presidents. . . . . . o . . e e e e e e e e e 3 13 48 36
The student members are unlikely to have significant
ANFIUBNCE. v v v o v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 13 45 38 4
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University Council

The Council was created in concept Juring the 1972-73 academic year. The
summer and fall of 1973 was a period of urganization and definition which in-
cluded a name change to Presideit's Advisory Council. The responses tu state-
ments about the Council, tabulated in Table 11, show primarily the absence of
strong agreement or disagreement. The responses to the first and seventh
statements indicate that the faculty did not anticipate the Council acting as
a strong decision-making body that would restrict the powers of the president
and vice-presidents.

Agreement with Department Goals

Although the sources and amount of influence upon departmental affairs
varies from one unit to arother the results do not. There are no significant
differences noted in the responses of the six faculty units who answered the
question of Item 8: Are you in agreement with the present goals and directions
of your department? Thirty-one percent of the respondents chose the response,
"Yes. almost completely” and an additional 48 responded, "Yes, with some
major reservations." "No, not for the most part" was the response of 18", and
3. said¢ "No, not at all.”

Personnel Practices

During the past few years there has been a great deal of discussion on
policies concerning tenure, salary levels, and teaching loads. Item 25 asks
the faculty whetner unifcrmity of practice in those areas should be at the
university, school, or departmental level. The difference in the responses of
the nine faculty units tabuiated in Tabie 12 is statistically significant. In
general, the faculty of Medicine and Dentistry-Law are less likely than the
other faculties to prefer uniformity at the university level. The Dentistry-

Law faculty unit tended to prefer uniformity within the school, while the
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Table 12

Uniformity of Personnel Practices

25. At what level should there be Jniformity of practice on each of the
following matters?
Responses
"# University 3 School 2 Department 1 None |
Tenure. . . . . e e .4 3 2 1
Salary level. . . . . . . .4 3 2 1
Teaching loads. . . . . . .4 3 2 1
Sabbatical or other leaves .4 3 2 1
Percent Selecting University (4) or School (3) Responses
Tenure*- Salaries* Loads* Leaves
Faculty Unit Univ School univ School Univ School Univ School
Arts 65 18 71 12 29 18 53 6
Business 69 27 23 46 15 69 46 46
Engineering 59 26 26 44 15 56 63 33
Humanities 38 43 67 19 43 38 62 33
Natural Science 66 10 34 28 3 34 63 17
Social Science 57 20 41 38 34 37 63 23
Medicine 52 41 10 45 10 29 50 36
Dent-Law 33 60 7 80 0 53 47 47
Other 64 34 48 41 39 46 66 23
Rank
Assistant 43 40 31 36 22 33 47 35
Associate 57 33 39 46 23 48 63 25
Professor 72 19 32 38 20 44 65 26
TOTAL 56 33 28 41 19 38 56 31

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
“Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 lavel of significance

Medical faculty were relatively more accepting cof variation between departments,
especially for salaries and teaching loads.

An element of self-serving opinion may be a factor in rating the desirable
level of uniformity. Althouyh 72 of professors thought that there should be
university uniformity on tenure, the majority of assistant professors prefeirred
school or department indepenuence. There is a perfect correspondence between

the relative propcrtion of each faculty unit preferring university uniformity
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of salary levels and the average salary of that unit. That is, the lower
the average salary, the greater the preference for university uniformity.
(The Medical faculty is excluded from this generality for lack of comparable
salary data). A similar, but less direct, relationship is noted between the
average teaching load of the five faculty units reported in OIS 71-12(3) and
rreferred level ot uniformity. The two units with the lowest average course
credits of the Spring 1971 semester were the least likely to prefer university
uniformity of teaching loads.

The variety of faculty opinion on the desirable level of uniformity
probably contributes to tie largely negative response to the statament in
item 29, “personnel policies and practices are consistent and fair"., Thirty-
two percent of the respondents “strongly disagree " with that statement and
32 percent "tend to disagree". Thirty-five percent "“tend to agree" and only
2. (most of whom are in Medicine) "strongly agree’. No significant differences
were noted between ranks,
Tenure

Item 26 contains two statements about tenure and asked the faculty to
indicate their approval or disapproval. As a whole, the majority of faculty
would be receptive to a revision (unspecified) of the tenure system, but would
disapprove of a university quota on tenured faculty (See Table 13). One-fourth
of the faculty of Business, Engineering and LAS expressed strong disapproval
of 2 ravision of the tenure system compared with only 3" of the rest of the
respondents. The assistant professors of all units were most likely to approve

of a revision.
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Table 13
Tenure

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been
proposed or discussed.

Responses -
4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove w?fhﬁeservat1onsJ
3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove
- Giving
Each Response
4 3 2 1
Revision of the tenure system.
TOTAL*: 38 30 25 11
Assistant Professor 54 30 12 4
Associate and Full 19 30 30 20
A university quota on tenured faculty.
TOTAL 6 20 37 37

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of signifjcance
“Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

Salary

There is no disagreerment between faculty units nor faculty ranks on the
desirability of establishing "a minimum salary for each professional rank".
Sixty-nine percent “strongly approve" and 21 "approve with reservations". Six
percent "disapprove with reservations” and four percent "strongly disapprove".

Disagreement is noted between faculty units on degree oi approval of "a
faculty salary scale with established increases within ranks" and "a faculty
collective bargaining unit". The majority of the faculty approved of both
statements. The strongest expression of disapproval came from the Business
and Engineering faculty (See Table 14) for both proposals. The percentage
choosing the "strongly disapprove" response for a collective bargaining unit

increaseu in accordance with rank.
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Table 14
Salary

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been
proposed or discussed.

Responses
4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations
3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove

A faculty salary scale with

established increases within A faculty collective bargaining
ranks.* unit.*°
" Giving % Giving
Each Response Each Response

Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Arts 62 38 0 O 20 67 13 O
Busiress 23 31 35 12 8 16 44 32
Engineering 37 26 30 7 15 37 18 30
Humanities 67 19 5 10 43 24 19 14
Natural Science 63 23 10 3 33 41 11 15
Social Science 50 31 11 8 49 20 20 11
Medicine 47 44 9 O 22 44 20 14
Dent-Law 47 41 6 6 12 44 44 O
Other 50 32 11 7 23 35 23 19
Rank
Assistant 84 28 15 3 28 39 27 5
Associate 50 32 8 10 25 36 22 18
Professor 43 38 15 5 24 30 18 27
TOTAL 48 35 12 4 25 37 22 16**

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

°Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

**The ACE 1970 study (1) reports that 46% of the university faculty "strongly
agree" or "agree with reservations" with the statement "Collective bargain-
ing has no place in a college or university". 1In 1973 (2), only 38%
were in agreement.
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Faculty Evaluations

The two forms of faculty evaluation mentioned, i.e. facuity profiles and
student evaluation, are approved by a majority of faculty in each rank and
within each unit. The modal response for each was "approve with reservations.”

(See Table 15)

Table 15
Faculty Evaluation

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been
proposed or discussed.

. Responses _
4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations
3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disapprove
% Giving
Each Response
4§ 3 2 1

Routine formal student evaluation of teachers. 28 46 16 10
Faculty profiles for evaluating performance. 26 54 12 8

Affirmative Action

"Positive implementation of the Affirmative Action program" is approved
by the majority of faculty in each unit. Table 16 shows that the greater the
number of women faculty within the unit the stronger the approval although in
no case does the proportion of women respondents exceed 22%. The responses of
the women did not differ significantly from those of the men who answered the

item; however, one-third of men failed to aive a response.
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Table 16
Affirmative Action

26. Pleasse indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been
proposed or discussed.

Responses _
[ 4 Strongly Approve 2 Disapprove with Reservations
'3 Approve with Reservations 1 Strongly Disanprove

Positive implementation of the Affirmative Action program.*

Giving
Each Response
Women oOn
Faculty Unit 4§ 3 2 1 Faculty
Arts 50 50 0 O 13
Business 19 44 12 25 2.
Engineering 18 41 24 18 1°
Humanities 50 33 11 6 16™
Naturel Science 25 50 20 5 7
Social Science 39 48 9 3 15°
Medicine 17 5 22 5 ---
Dent-Law 23 38 8 31 15
Other 46 43 8 3 22
TOTAL 28 49 16 8

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Academic Directicns

The proposal for the sharing of faculty and facilities with other academic
and research institutions was approved in principle by 92% of the respondents.
As a whole, the faculty tend to "approve with reservations" an increased
emphasis, in research and education, on the urban environment. The greatest
approval comes from the faculties of Social Science and "Other" graduate-pro-
fessional schools. Over half of the Humanities faculty chose the two responses
of disapproval. Table 17 details the responses of the faculty units for the

statements concerning academic directions.
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Table 17

Academic Directions

26. Please indicate your opinion on the following issues which have been proposed or

discussed.
_ Responses —
4 Strongiy Approve ¢ Disapprove with Reservations
_3 Asprove with Reservatiors 1 Strongly Disapprove

Sharing of faculty & Increaszd emphasis, in Expansion of

facilities with other research & education, international

academic & research on the urban environ- programs and

institutions. ment.* activities.*

Giving .. Giving ~ Giving
Each Response Each Response Each Response

Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Arts 5% 38 6 0 8 54 38 0 50 43 7 O
Business 32 56 8 4 8 62 25 4 22 35 39 4
Engineering 52 37 7 4 8 50 33 8 16 44 28 12
Humanities 60 3% 0 5 26 24 29 24 33 48 19 O
Natural Science 52 33 11 4 16 52 28 4 17 46 25 12
Social Science 49 49 3 0 25 53 11 11 33 44 19 3
Medicine 46 46 7 2 18 54 22 6 18 55 23 4
Jent-Law 71 24 6 O 434 25 25 6 60 27 13 O
Other 54 43 2 O 36 45 19 O 43 41 16 O
TOTAL 50 42 6 2 21 50 23 6 27 47 22 4

Increasea develop- Increased emphasis on Appointment of

ment of multi- employment-focused a Provost.*

disciplinary centers.* education.*

Giving . Giving » Giviny
Each Response tach Response Each Response

Facu.ty Unit 4 3 2z 1 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Arts 14 57 14 14 7 33 53 7 14 57 29 O
Business 23 54 23 O 0 58 42 O 19 50 25 6
Engineering 17 65 13 4 4 52 4 O 12 29 41 18
Humanities 33 43 14 10 5 62 19 14 20 20 0 60
Natural Science 19 23 42 15 8 46 35 12 11 6 33 50
Social Science 40 38 16 5 11 33 33 2?2 15 45 15 25
Medicine 26 60 10 4 22 42 26 11 8 50 28 15
Dent-Law 50 38 6 6 38 38 25 O 20 60 20 O
Other 56 37 7 0 30 46 21 2 12 21 47 21
TOTAL 31 50 14 5 17 44 30 9 12 39 28 21

tResponses uf taculty units di/fer at the .05 level of significance
LS
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Approximately 40. of the faculty of Business, Engineering and Natural Sciences
express a measure of disapproval toward expansion of iaternational programs
and activities, compared to 2C or less of the other units. Increased develop-
ment of multi-disciplinary centers is approved by 70 - 93" of the faculty of all
units except Natural Science where over half chose a response of disapproval.
An increased emphasis on erployment-focused education elicited few responses of
strong approval or disapproval. A tendency toward apnroval is noted in all
faculty units except Arts and Social Sciences.

Responses to the idea of appointing a Provost reveals the greatest dif-
ferences of opinion between the faculty units. Eishty percent of the Dental -

Law faculty approve, 33 of the Natural Science faculty disapprove.

Academic Scheduie

Item 32 asked the faculty to state their preference among four alterna-
tive academic scheaules. Three of the alternatives provided for the ending of
the first session prior to the Christmas vacation. The current caiendar, which
schedules the last two weeks of classes of the first semester after the vaca-
tion has been the subject of much criticism. For the total faculty surveyed
37. preferred the current schedule, 36% prefer the trimester, and a 4-1-4
schedule is attractive to 23 . The quarter system was selected by only 5" of

the responcents.

The faculty units differed in their preferences (See Table 18). A majority of
the Arts and Engineering prefer the current schedule. The trimester is preferred
by a majority of the Rusiness faculty and by a plurality of the Natural and Social
Sciences faculty. The 4-1-4 was the most popular alternative of the Humanities
faculty. The faculty of the professional/graduate schools are evenly divided
(39°) in their preference for a trimester or the current schedule. The responses

from the Law, Dental and Medical schools which set their own schecules, were omitted.
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Table 18

Preferred Acadenic Schedule

2. Which academic schedule would you prefer?

Trimester with first session ending before Christmas
Quarters with first session ending before Christmas
4-1-4 with first session enaing before Christmas

2 semesters plus summer (current schedule)

Percent Giving Each Response

Faculty Unit Trinester Quarters 4-1-4 Current
Arts 6 0 31 62
Business 62 8 12 19
Engineering 15 4 30 52
Humanities 24 0 43 33
Hatural Science 45 7 7 41
Social Science 42 6 32 19
Others (except Law, Medicine, 39 7 16 39
Dentistry)
TOTAL* 36 5 23 37

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

Individual Satisfac ions and Aggravations

A sense of well-being (or discontent) in a job is derived frum a complex
interaction of wmany factors, including accordance with the goals of the employer
organization, respect for one's co-workers, institutional support systems
for the performance of one's auties, expectation of recognition and the degree
to which self-aspirations are achieved. This section of the report will describe
those items which tend to be specific to the individual and his or her situation

within the university.
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Evaluations

The faculty show a commendable pride in their departments. Fifty-
three percent ratea their departuments "one of the best" within their school
and 39 . believe it to be "one of the test" within the 'niversity. The responses
to the above comparisons did not vary significantly between faculty units,
but striking differences were noted in the comparisons relative to the dis-
cipline nationally. "One of the best" was agein the most frequent response
of the Arts and Engineering faculties; the majority of the faculty in Business
and LAS were content with the claim of "above average". The responses to

this question are tabulated in Table 19.

Table 19
Evaluations of Departments
5. How would you evaluate your department (quality of faculty, students, cur-

ricula, etc.) relative to other departments in your school, at the University
and within the discipline nationally?

. Responses
+ 4 (One of the Best 2 Below Average
3 Above Average 1 Well Belcw Average

. Giving
Each Response

Base of Comparison 4 3 2 1
School 53 36 9 1
University 39 49 11 1
Discipline* 21 55 19 6
{by faculty unit)
Arts 42 42 10 5
Business 8 75 8 8
Engineering 48 26 26 O
Humanities 9 64 23 4
Natural Science 4 74 15 7
Social Science 16 51 27 5

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
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When asked to indicate on a 7-point scale (1zPoor }=Excellent) how
good a place USC is for students and faculty, the respondents gave a moderate
response averaging 4.6 for both graduate and undergraduate students. In
both instances ciie distribution was slightly skewed with a mode of 5 and with
6n1y 1: choosing the iowest possible response. Differences were noted be-

tween faculty units. (See Table 20)

Table 20
Evaluations of USC ~3§&
33 N
: <& C
9. In general, how good of a place do you think
USC is for students, faculty, and yourself? L v I

Average Ratings

Under- Graduate Your-
Faculty Unit gracs Students Faculty Self
Arts 5.3 4.9 4.6 5.3
Bus iness 4.8 5.0 4.6 5.0
Engineering 4.7 5.3 4.3 4.3
Humanities 4.8 4.7 4.1 4.3
Natural Science 4.2 4.2 4.1 3.9
Social Science 4.6 3.8 4.2 4.2
TOTAL 4.6* 4.6* 4.3 4,4x%°

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
“Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

A somewhat unfavorable response was given to the statement in item 29
asking extent of agreement with the statement "the organization of USC is
designed for the primary purpose of meeting the academic needs of the students”.
Seven percent strongly agree, 36°. tend to agree, 42% tend to disagree and 16%
strongly disagree. Responses of the various faculty units differed significantly.
Only in the schools of Medicine, Dentistry and Law did a majority of the

faculty give the agreement responses. The greatest proportion of disagreement
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responses came from the LAS faculty.

The faculty gave « slightly lower, although still favorable, rating
of USC for faculty anu therselves than for students. Ratings of how
good a nlace ULC is for the'selves varied from an average of 4.4 (on the
7-point scale) by faculty unit and by rank. The Arts and Business faculty
gave ratings of 5.3 and 5.0 respectively. The other four units gave ratings
from 3.9 to 4.3. (See Table :0) The assistant professors had an average
rating of 4.0, associate professors 5.0, and professors 4.4,

Predictions

Although the responses of tne nine faculty units differ statistically,
the 1ajority of the respondents (55.) think that USC will be a better place
for undergrauuate students five years from now (Table 21). Among the six
faculty units which of fer an undergvaduate program the Engineering faculty
are 1ost optinistic of a change for the better. Fewer of the Arts and LAS
faculty anticipate improvement for the graduate students than the respondents
from the other units and a fair nuriber predict a change for the worse. For
the tctal sample the differences in the responses for graduate and undergraduate
students do not differ significantly.

Fewer faculty predicted that USC would be a better place for faculty or
thenselves than made that prediction for students. The dowinant response
(almost half of the respondents) was that there would be "no change" in the next
five vears. About one-third expected imporvement, but 16-13. expected it to be
a worse place for faculty and themselves. The pessimism was wore pronounced
amon1 LAS faculty, of whom about one-third predicted a change for the worse.

These results are detailed in Tabhle Z21.
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Table 21

Five Year Predictions of USC

Do you think that USC will be a better or worse place for students, faculty, and
yourself five years from now?

Responses
| 3 Better 2 No Change 1 Worse |

Percent Giving Each Response

Under- Grad

grads* Students* Faculty* Yourself
Faculty Unit 321 3 21 3 21 321
Art§ 43 56 0 38 56 6 31 62 6 44 56 O
Business 38 62 O 52 48 O 32 52 16 33 46 21
Engineering 62 31 8 38 62 O 28 48 24 31 38 31
humanities 35 60 5 35 45 20 10 55 35 15 65 20
Natural Science 47 43 10 30 60 10 17 53 30 25 57 18
Social Science 46 46 9 31 51 17 23 49 29 24 48 27
Medicine 65 33 2 57 38 5 44 47 9 43 43 14
Dent-Law 75 25 O 76 24 O 65 35 O 65 24 12
Other 49 46 5 57 39 4 34 50 16 30 49 21
Total 5 41 6 49 44 7 35 49 16 36 46 18
Less Medicine,
Dent-Law & Other 47 43 6

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of siynificance

Some insights into these predictions concerning faculty is offered by
item 22, which asks for an expression of faculty optimism or pessimism of
their own individual prospects during the next several years. As shown in Table
22, the two areas imost closely related to university practices, prospects for
adequate salary increases and opportunity for a better position at USC, received
ratings of 3.0 and 3.2. In toth instances the modal response was 1, very
pessimistic, and only 4 chose the very optimistic response of 7. Frospects
for securing adequate research funds received an average rating of 3.4, which
varied from one faculty unit to a«noiher in a manner loosely related to current

availability of research funds. The faculty did not express great concern
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about a possible loss of personal job mobility. Sixty percent gave a response
of 5 or more to prospects of an attractive offer from another university

resulting in an average rating of 4.8.

Table 22 o W
< o
Lo ~
Personal Prospects éﬁég d§
AW 9
28. How do you feel abou® your prospects S éfsq’
during the next several years for: ‘ ! ! ' ! ! l
1
Average
Ratings
adequate salary increases 3.0
opportunity for a better position at USC 3.2
securing adequate research funds 3.4*
an attractive offer from another university 4.8

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

The theme of moderate pessimism is continued with the ratings of pros-
pects for new appointments and promotions within the departments for the next
several ycars. On a 7-point scale, where a response of 7=Excellent prospects
and 1=Very Poor, prospects for new appointments at the instructor and assistant
professor ranks achieved only a moderate average rating of 4. The faculty saw
even less likelihood of new appointments at the professor and associate pro-
fessor ranks. The average ratings are instructor 4.2, assistant professor 4.6,
associate proressor 2.9 and professor 2.6. Prospects for promotions of current
faculty to assoziate professor or professor appear somewhat brighter (average
ratings of 3.4 for associate, 3.1 for professor) than for new appointments at
that level. The average ratings of the faculty units, which differ signifi-

cantly on each of the six scale, are given in Table 23.
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Table 23

X
o
Appointments and Promotions E;P
G
27. In general, how would you rate the prospects withir <) &
your department for the next several years for: b g
b 1
new appointments as: promotion to:
Faculty Unit Inst Asst Assoc Prof Assoc Prof
Arts 4.4 3.8 3.3 3.2 3.8 2.9
Business 4.6 5.7 3.8 4.0 3.1 3.0
Engineering 3.3 5.1 3.0 3.2 2.4 3.9
Humanities 2.6 5.2 2.6 2.8 3.2 2.1
Natural Science 3.1 5.3 2.4 2.4 3.5 4.0
Social Science 3.0 4.3 3.C 3.1 3.9 3.6
Medicine 5.0 4.4 3.1 2.4 3.6 3.0
Dent-Law 3.3 3.2 1.9 1.5 3.4 2.2
Other 4.5 4.7 2.6 2.0 3.1 2.7
Faculty Rank
Assistant 4.3 4.8 2.8 2.6 3.1 2.6
Associate 3.7 4.5 2.8 2.8 3.3 3.2
Professor 3.8 4.7 3.1 2.8 3.7 3.7
TOTAL 4.2 4.6* 2.9* 2.6* 3.4* 3.1*°

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
“Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance

With the tightening of prospects for new faculty appointments, 61% of
the faculty expect an improvement in the quality of applicants for whatever
positions are available. Twenty-seven percent predict no change and 127 predict
a decline in quality. Almost half of the faculty predict no change in the
quality of the students, one-third predict an improvement, and one-fifth a
decline. (See Table 24) Mor= of the Social Science faculty than the others
expect an improvement in their graduate students. Only the faculty of units

with graduate and undergraduate programs answered this item. (See Table 24)
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Table 24

Quaiity Predictions

4. What changes at USC during the next Percent Giving Each Response
several years do you predict regarding
the academic qualities of: No
Improve Change Decline
undergraduate students. . . . . 33 48 19
graduate students . . . . . . . 36 45 19*
applicants for faculty
positions . . . . . . . . .. 61 27 12

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

University Services and Facilities

Evaluations of general university services and facilities are detailed
in Table 25. In every instance but one, the most frequent response of those
who expressed an opinion was that their needs are met "Adequately". The
exceptional case is “availability of parking" where 46 of the sample said

that their needs are "Poorly" met.

Table 25
Evaluations of Services and Facilities

18. How well do the services and facilities listed below meet your needs
efficiently and effectively?

Responses
M Very Well 3 Adequately 2 Poorly 1 No Opinion
% Giving
Each Response
Average
4§ 3 2 1 Ratings
Faculty Center 21 33 21 25 3.0%"
Campus Mail 17 54 25 4 2.9
Bookstore 16 50 32 2 2.8
Printing Office 11 27 13 49 2.9
Audio-Visual Services 13 34 25 28 2.8*%
Payroll Office 28 53 11 5§ 3.2
Insurance and Retirement Office 23 51 11 35 3.1
Government Accounting Office 9 28 16 47 2.9*%
Campus Security Office 20 56 10 15 3.1
Availability of Parking 9 39 47 6 2.6
Maintenance of Buildings 10 54 29 7 2.8
Purchasing Office 6 32 17 45 2.8*
Q *Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

FRIC ~ “Responses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
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In most cases the number of people choosing the "Poorly" response exceeded
those saying “"Very Well" resulting in average rating of less than "Adequately"
among those who had an opinion.

Item 19 deals with the various equipment, materials, facilities and
services needea by faculty to accomplish their professional duties at USC. For
each item listed, the faculty were asked to indicate its importance to them-
selves and the extent to which their needs were met. The item rated "Important"
or "Essential" by the largest percentage (94.) of the respondents is library
materials for their students. Closely following are an office for quiet
desk work (93 ), library materials for research (90" ) and the services of
secretaries or clerks (90.). The relative importance of the individual items
and their availability varied by faculty unit. The I column in Table 26 shows
the percentage of faculty in each unit who considered each service or supplies
“important" or "essential". The N column shows the percentage of faculty by
unit who felt that their need for an item that they considered "important” or
"essential" was "adequately" or "generously" met. The variation by item by
faculty unit is such that generalization is difficult. In examining Table 26
the reader should avoid over-interpretation of differences among faculty

units when the reported percentages are based on a small number of responses.
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Table 27

Resource Allocation

29. Please indicate the extent to which you agree or disagree that each
of the following statements are true at USC.

Responses _
‘4 Strongly Agree 2 Tend to Disagree
3 Tend to Agree 1 Strongly Disagree !

The top administrators are

Resources are allocated actively concerned with the
anong schools and depart- maintenance of conditions
ments according to a that facilitate and encourage
rational plan. the work of the faculty.
Giving % Giving
Each Response Each Response *
Faculty Unit 4 3 2 1 4 3 2 1
Arts 0 6 78 17 6 33 50 11
Business 4 8 60 28 17 38 25 21
Engineering 4 31 46 19 27 42 27 A
Humanities 0 18 46 36 0 27 41 32
Natural Science 0 28 28 45 0 31 27 42
Social Science 0 27 32 40 8 25 33 33
Medicine 0 31 52 17 10 40 36 14
Dent-Law 0 21 57 21 0 53 27 20
Other 5 19 42 35 7 46 27 20
TOTAL 1 24 48 27 9 38 33 20
Modal response=2 Modal response=3

* Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance

The responses shown in Table 27 to two attitudinal statements closely
related to the services and facilities provided faculty reveal a great deal
of dissatisfaction. Seventy-five percent of the total faculty tend to disagree
or strongly disagree that resources are allocated according to a rational plan
and slightly less than half believe that the top administrators are actively
concerned with facilitating the work of the faculty.

Reasons To Leave

Further insight into the myriad internal and external influences that affect

the faculty's job satisfaction is offered by the relative incentive vaiue that
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the factors listed in item 20 (Table 28) would have on a decision to accept

a faculty position at another university. On this item the responses were

more 1ikely to vary in accordance with academic rank rather than faculty unit.
The ratings of each factor were made on a 7-point scale where 7 indicates a
strong incentive to accept a faculty position at another university, 4 is devined

as a neutral value, and 1 indicates a strongly negative incentive value (See

Table 28).

Table 28
Incentives to Accept Another Position g?gp
S

20. Listed below are factors that might affect your decisicn
to accept a faculty position at another university. Please

' > S
0 2 n inive . £ N
indicate the amount of positive or negative incentive value
each factor would have on your decision. 3 1

Average Ratings

aP AP P TOTAL
Compensation
A 5 salary increase 4.7 4.1 4.1 4.3
A 10 salary increase 5.5 4.8 5.1 5.1
A 15 salary increase 6.1 5.5 5.8 5.8
Promotion in academic rank 6.5 5.5 --- 6.0
More comprehensive fringe benefits 5.1 5.1 5.3 5.2
Physical environment
Being able to live near campus 5.3 5.1 5.0 5.1*%
A university-centered social life 4.3 4.2 3.3 3.9
Living in a small university town 3.7 3.6 323 3.5
Leaving southern California 2.8 2.7 2.1 2.50
University characteristics
Lighter teaching load 4.5 4.3 4.6 4.5
Better undergraduate students 5.4 4.9 5.4 5.3*
Less involvement with graduate students 2.2 2.3 1.8 2.1
A strong graduate program in your speciality 5.8 5.6 6.2 5.9
A large comprehensive department 4.7 4.4 4.6 4.6
More prestigious university 5.1 4.9 5.0 5.0
Less emphasis on research productivity 3.6 3.6 2.6 3.2
Opportunity for university research funds 5.9 5.7 6.1 5.9
Participating with peers in a research group 5.6 5.2 5.3 5.4x

*Average ratings of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
Average ratings nf faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
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The job offer most likely to be accepted would be to an assistant pro-
fessor and include a promotion in rank (average rating = 6.5). A university
that offers a strong graduate program in the appropriate specialty and oppor-
tunity for university research funds would also be attractive (averaag2 ratings
are 5.9 for each factor). Less involvement with graduate students (2.1) and
iess emphasis on research productivity (3.2) are the university characteris-
tics having the strongest negative values. A lighter teaching load (4.5) and
a large comprehensive department (4.6) are of only mild interest. A more
prestigious university {5.0), better undergraduate students (5.3) and partici-
pating with peers in a research group (5.4) are somewhat stronger attractions.

Being able to live near campus was given a positive rating of 5.1 by
the faculty; however, a university-centered social life (3.9) is a neutral
factor and living in a small university town (3.5) is mildly negative. Leaving
southern rfalifornia is definitely a negative factor, receiving the second low-
est rating of 2.5.

A 5. salary increase has a near neutral value of 4.3, a 10% increase is
more interesting (5.1) and a 157 increase is definitely attractive (5.8). The
associate professors tended to assign a lower value to salary increases than did
the professors and assistant professors. More comprehensive fringe benefits
has about the same rating (5.2) as a 10 salary increase (5.1).

Reward System

Recognition for a job well done is a critical element of job satisfaction
and the faculty were asked to indicate on a 7-point scale the extent to which
they think that USC has appreciated and rewarded their work at the University.
(Table 29) The responses form a rectangular type of distribution. Less than

5. chose each of the extrenme responses of 1 and 7, the other 90. were spread




Table 29

[
LS
: 2
Perceived Reward
o
U]
N

rewarded your work at the University? i

[
"~
<
L ]
-
LY
2
23. To wnat extent du you think USC has appreciated and L '
| | ! I
7 6 5 4 3 1

1 6 5 4 3 2 1

Percent Giving Each Response 5 14 21 18 20 18 4
ab AP P Total

Average Ratings 3.5 4.2 4.2 4.0¢

“Average ratings of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance.

almost evenly over the responses 2 through 6. The average rating for assistant
professors is 3.5; for associate and full professors the average is 4.2.

A good reward syster: presumes a uniform, and preferably valid, measure
of faculty performance. In the case of a multi-purpose organization like a
university where the faculty is expected to contribute to many goals of unde-
fined relative importance, it is particularly difficult to assess individual
accomplishment. On items 21 and 22 the faculty were asked to zhow on a 7-point
scale the extent that USC seems to value faculty service in each of eight areas
and to mark the areas in which they feel that they have made an .important con-
tribution. Three questions were asked:

1) which areas are perceived by the faculty to be highly valued at USC?

2) in which areas do the faculty believe that they have made an important
contribution?

3) do the faculty who believe that they have made an important contribution
in the areas perceived to be highly valued at USC also believe that their
contributions have been rewarded?

The answers to these guestions are indicated in Table 30. Although the absolute

values assignec to each area by the six facu’ty units differed, there is a definite
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Table 30

Perceived USC Values
and Personegl Contributions

47,

D 5
§ >
2:. To what extent does it seem to you that USC values RS
faculty contributions in each of the following areas?

—r— /yot

I B !
22. Please make a check mark (+) on the line next to the 7 6 5 4 3 2

areas in which you believe you have made an important

contribution.
X Perceived Reward
Perceived Faculty
uscC who have Made a No
Value contributed contribution contribution

Securing research funds 5.6* 255 4.0 3.9
Scholarly reputation of )

faculty 5.4 62% - 4.1 3.8
Training of graduate/

professional students 4.5% 685 4.0 3.9
Service to industry and

business 4,1* 16:: 4.3 3.9
Service to local government

and public institutions 3.9* 16% 3.7 4.0
Participation on department,

schoo! and university

commi ttees 3.7* " 49% 4.1 3.9
Improving the undergraduate

experience 3.7° 41% 3.8 4.1
Undergraduate classroom )

teaching 3.6~ 57% 3.7 4. 3%

*Responses of faculty units differ at the .05 level of significance
oResponses of faculty ranks differ at the .05 level of significance
**Average perceived rewards differ significantly at the .05 level of significance.
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consensus that the two faculty services most highly valued at USC are securing
research funds and the wchoiarly reputation of the faculty. Closely following
is the training of graau.ie/professional students. The faculty who believe
that they have inade an iuportant contribution in those areas do no have a
greater sense of being personally rewarded than those not working in those
areas. In only one area, that viewed to be least valued at USC, did the
average perceived reward differ significantly according to whether or not the
faculty had contributed. The 57 of the respondents who believe that they
have made an important contribution to undergraduate classroom teaching have
an average perceived reward of 3.7; those not contributing have an average
perceived reward of 4.3.

An examination was made of the other questionnaire items to determine
whether faculty who believe that their work has been rewarded and appreciated
by USC differ in any way from those who do not feel that they have been rewarded.
Those findings will be presented in a supplementary report.

Satisfaction With Uneself

The best form of recognition and reward is what one accords oneself. A
sense of achieving success and the degree to which one is fulfilling one's per-
sonal aspirations are perhaps the best measure of job satisfaction. Looking
only at the modal responses to the three items illustrated in Table 31, we find
that, although the faculty consider themselves "fairly successful", their scholarly
productivity is "slightly beiow" their personal asiprations. Nevertheless, if

they could do it all over again they would still choose to be a college professor.
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Table 31
Satisfaction with Oneself
6. Using the measure appropriate to your discipline, how would you classify

the amount of your scholarly productivity in the past two years relative
to: your personal asiprations?

Well above 129
Slightly above 27
Slightly below 45
-Well below 16

12. Comparing yourself with other academicians of your age and nrofessional
background, how successful do you consider yourself in your career?

USC ACE (2)
Very successful 33 67
Fairly successful 57% 68%
Fairly unsuccessful 10% 6%
Very unsuccessful 0 .-

11. If you were to begin your career again, would you still want to be a college

professor?
Definitely yes 52%
Probably yes 36%
Probably no 11%
Definitely no %
CONCLUSIONS

On a day-to-day basis the USC faculty seem to be fairly happy. They
like the professorial job, they respect their students and colleagues, and
are for the nmost part in agreement with departmental and institutional goais.
There is a sense of estrangement between faculty and administration that appears

to be associated with personnel practices rather than the academic program.
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BASIC DATA

(Number of Faculty Giving Each Resoonse)
(NR = No Response) BEST COPY RvAN ABLE

Faculty Survey
Fall 1973

Instructions

To answer each item, please circle the number of the respoiie which best expresses
your opinion.

LAS faculty should interpret "School" as synonymous with their LAS Division.

g
L
v, Q
& §
1. How much interest do you have in each of the four PR ~
aspects of professicnai activity desaribed below! NS <2
. . _ A T
Administration - development and cstablishaent oi TT 6] o] 3 <] 14 NR
academic pulicies, practices, programs . . . . . . . o) - Tf 19)22]36)22172111) 8

Performance - use of professicnal skills to solve
a problen, to devise a proccdure, or to create S - oo ) ST 1o |2Gll jo<) 7] 12
thing, e.g., music, a painting, building, etc.. . . . .

Research - participation in spceific projecis th:t ;
include th2 collection, oracnii.tion and analys.'.
of data for the advencercnt of wnluleudC. o o o o o o o} €9 331191 7 i o 6

including directicn of stixient recirch end
adVisemento . o e . . . . . . 3 3 . . . . o o . . . . . _LL.‘

Teaching - the training an:l cducitic. of student: f
|
I

2. What forms of porconal contact haro you had in (hs pact vesr with the
adninistrative officers listed belo? Circle alt that austy.

. ~_Poeeraneig

57R telep 10 o7 av T T T
4 An infuricrl icoo-to-iawe conyvarwation

3 A forrcl rociing alane or in @ .mall eroup

2 Participoti o thoer noecn it
1A written s ool e i .
TTTTITmT T T m e : > - L NR
R e e e ' :
[‘”y Vi iy s ieite v s s . e . e e lw N - ;:‘,:) “.'”;
The & oo ed vour SChooi oL e oo ol v e Hew | 36




CIRCLE A RESFONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM
8.

3. In general, do you usually think of
yourself primarily as a =o~bur of
your: .

university . =)
departrent ur <09l L)
d1sC1p11ne . )

4. What charqes at 115C  during thn rext
several ycirs GO you preuict re-
garding tho acadenic quilities of:

Reeparens
r§ Improve & i Lienme ]
undergraduate students y
graduate students.
applicants fcr facult;
positions. ;
5. How would you evaluate your depart-

ment (quality of faculty, students,
curricula, ctc.) relative to othar
deparurent~ in y>r00 scniil, @t tho
University ard within the dicci-
pline ration2lly?

nesLonees

4 Ore of th: st ¢ IZWL

3 Above avevacoa J IL..;:cljgf

el o wle

. 7: = -_— = T
g o 5 2 u
e . 2
N a ¢

“ne 7

CVare

School
usc. . . ..
Discipline .

legronnes fo Ttas 6
4 W il abovs aver o
3 Shichtly elave ov.
2 Slichtly i .low JVgrgqei

1 010 P olo aver s

Using the noagus et 10
your diccipiins. how woald v
Sity th: cvuunt of your Ltholorly
productiviti, in the pacr C0d years
relative to:
faculty in your
faculty of . .r
pecrs n yuur divcipiine,

wane

apprany

PSR PN |
'[...’.l~ [ Y . t

your porsonail aspirations 37 .
7. How would scu oty yeuoo 1 an a
toacher for: 11 NR
undergradyat. <la,
gradiate oty o
individual in- Tron,

| '__‘f?'__—w

clas -

= ;. . i{#k
derivtrent 79 | 2ef o] T

R . ..
- e
B ..
¢ 4 -r . ’
' '
Py
- . '
. I
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1.

l'.
el e

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
Are you in agreement with the present
goals ard diractions of your
department?

Yes, almost completely. (50)
Yes, with sore rajor reservat1ons (75)
ho, not for the most part . (30)
No, not at all. . . . . . . ... (5)
b 4
9. In general, how good of a place do( )
you think USC is for students,
faculty, and yourself?
Q‘b L
2
Q ()
) <
K> I R
Undergraduate 71 6 |stu 3211
students. 171 Zol5ol T3l 7l 7 | 5
Graduate studenty ;> -~g hg hg 22 é 3 3
Faculty . . . . 2] 2:]ug] 38]29f 14] & 5
Yourself. 9l iyl z1f 26 zul 18)10] 4
13. What is your opinion of the amount of

emphasis put on publicctions and
teaching ability in detormining rank
and salarv within your departaent and
school and the University?

Rnrnonrng
' ico ruch ;.1\53_.-0“‘-"]
2 About the riuht emphasis
|1 _Too little om-hisis
Publications 2l = 4] 3R
Departi onu, A et D02 D BEY B
Sciuol, oo o o .o L ol Ty 19 10
usc . . . J 5T o8| o5l 17
Te: fhin" r"]lty
Deyovi-ont, o0 o o o 2 8T T
Srfuol. R NG Y B S
O B N B Lt e
1f you were to begin your coreer
aqgsing wonla you till want to be
a colleen piafessor?
Dotiail 1y yes A D
roatabty yes oo 0 0 0 . .. (e2)
Frotanly ros o0 e v 0 .. (10
Deidnitely nos o 0 0 o o o . O L)
R ( 0)
Corovie vouraeli with other acado-
ico s o’ vur are and prefessional
Boroo o T b e sucessiul Ao you
CO e vowone ] an your wireer?
Vv:a‘.-‘c.;ain1. (95)
o bt ool (9%
Foiv e uneery Tul. (16

S 1 D



CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR CACH ITEM

rg3t COPY A AILRBLE

o
1] . 1] 0
13. How often do you experience the following types cof é;“
personal interaction witn other faculty in ycur 3
department? _$$

Informal casual {ellowship (coffee, lunch, 7

901, €tC.). v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ) .
Collaboration or prctersientl projects, o o v v o f b - o] -9 - - :
Informal professicrnsl concultation or discussicns |oof Moo} o &
Parties and cticr Soci 1l evants o0 v 0 0 0 0 S I Y I A
Social gutherings that include students o o v v o | o 1o |l 4] -

e -
i [N]
iro

$
J
P
-~
tar

14. To what extcrnt co veu fecl a Teyalty and covmunite et
to each of thc units listed Lzlow?

£ SN

Your dopartmant o v v 0 0 v 0 v e e e 0 e e e e s
Your S“:"’.)O] L] L] . . L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L]
The Un‘l ‘H'Lri&sit)'t L] . L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] L] [ ] [ ] L] L] L] L]

15. Pleasc indizuto tha daares of dntorest you vould
have in Enldirg the foiloaing univarsity posiitie
(not necc:carity at LST).

Department chafrian o v v v v v e e e 0w 0 e e e
U2an of an aczeemit Lhatle v v v o o o o o o o o
Vice-Prosicent. o v v v v v v e e e e v e e e e
Presideiil « v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e

16. . Please dndicate the evtont Lo which you {1 & & e o h
of obligation for ¢ife tive urof foicnal service (2 A’ < .

T, - : . Y -

each of L2 group: 1.0toa Loltal, 5wy, g,j \

N\ .(‘ \9 n\
‘” | L R S
! 7 . c ls r - r" . T
FaCU]ty in _‘,'O'”‘ d’-‘,""}‘. .:.'f- . . . o o . . . . o | :— - - - - -.; .-_ '

CO]]C‘”II'S i'] ot Ii'](.j ('I.:‘--'-)"el . . . . 3 . . e . ' .
Tot;l] l‘.-": fl‘-(,J;l.ln' . . . . . . 3 . . . . . . . . . . . Lt * 3l

Stuconiy in v Ll e v s s e e e e e e e e e i b ) IV AU PR
U A T T S GO 1 .- g

1 I SRS T KL R T O S OO OO . .,' N I N :
T SR T T T LR 1 :
The e oo Lo o N R T




17.

CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

BEST COPY AuLILABLE

The statements beluw express opinions with which some faculty will agree and

others will disagree. Please indicate your opinion.

Responses

§ Strongly Agree
3 Tend to Agree

Tend to Disagree
1 Strongly Disagree

The dominant need in my field is for the application and
utilization of existing knowledge rather than discovery
of new knowledge . . . . . . . c e e e e e e e e e e ee

A university professor should focus his attention on future
needs rather than on immediate problems. . . . . . . . . .

What I like best is making use of the skills and talent
I have inmy own field . . . . .. . ..

Faculty without professional contacts outs1de the un1vers1ty
world tend to become unrealistic and esoteric. . .

The translation of my theoretical knowledge into a completed
product or program is a very exciting accompl1shment

The best measure of professional competence is ¢uality of
research . . . . c ¢ e s s s 8 s e e s . .

The development of a d1sc1pl1ne requires study of topics
that may seem trivial to the generalist in the field . . .

Most of my research is done solely to secure promotions and
salary increases . . . . . . e e e e . . e

Attend1n2 professional meetings and reading the Journals
are sufficient to stay current in the field. . . . . . . .

Teaching a lower division course is a waste of my knowledge

and expertise. . . . . . . .. . c e e e
In general, the most respected faculty are asked to serve on
jmportant committees . . . . . e e e e e e e e e e

Most faculty active on comm1ttees are seeking security and
influence they can't achieve as scholar-teachers . . . . .
1'd rather leave the committee work to those who like that

sort of thing. . . . . . . . . .. e s s 6 s s e e e s s u
Usually the most prestigious person is elected to chair
a department . . . . e e e e e e e e . .
Faculty active on comm1ttees have a great deal of 1nfluence
on the university. . . . . . . . . . . . e
Every student should have some basic knowledge of my
discipline . . . . . . . ... e e e . .
I feel responsible if the students 1n my class don t seem
to lhiave learned muc. . . c e s e o s
My primary ¢bligation to USC 1s to do a good job of teach1ng
my classes . . . . . . e e e e e e
The intellectual ab1l1t1es and mot1vatwon of the USC students
make teaching a pleasure . . . . . . . . . . ..

Teaching effectiveness, not publ1cat1ons, should be the

primary basis for faculty promotion. . . . . . . . . . .
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE

CIRCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

18. How well do the services and facilities listed below meet your needs
efficiently and effectively?

Responses

4 Very well 3 Adequately 2 poorly 1 No o~inion |
2 .

Faculty Center. . . . v v ¢ ¢ v v v v v o v 0 o o S Ty Y el TR
Campus Mail . . . . . ¢ ¢ ¢ v v v v o 00 A RERY IR RO B
BOOKStOre . . « v ¢ « ¢ v ¢ ¢ o o 4 o o o o s N T :
Printing Office . . . . . . ¢« ¢« v v o ¢ v v N R
Audio-Visual Services . . ¢« « « ¢ ¢« ¢« s v e e v e N N R :
Payroll Office. . . . . . . . . e e e e A S A .t
Insurance and Retirement Office . . . . . . . O BT 1 T R
Government Accounting Office. . . . . « + « « « « o o} i3] = ' 9
Campus Security Office. . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢« ¢ v ¢« ¢« v & N BECER BN
Availability of Parking . . . . . . . « ¢« ¢ ¢« o A N
Maintenance of Buildings. . . . « « « ¢« « ¢ ¢« ¢ . . N NS .
Purchasing Office . . . . . . S 5 LS DR A

19. Listed below are various things a professor may need for his job. Please
indicate how important each is to you and the extent to which your needs are
met by USC or thr ngh the department or other sub-division. EXCLUDE what
you individually 3vide with external funds.

Responses
Extent to Which
How Important to You? Needs are Met
4 Essential 4 Very well, generously
3 Important 3 Adequately, usually no problem
2 Desirable 2 Minimally, must make adjustments
1 Not at all 1 Not at all
How important Extent to which
to you? needs are met
Materials and supplies for your Lo 2 Lok Y 3 2 i uR
ClassSes . « « v v v v 4 e e e L CITPERN T I ol F i XY
research. . . « « « v v v v v 4 e e : . -
office. . . . v e e e e DA O I :
Library materials for /our
research. . . . . « ¢ v ¢ o 4 e Y o
students., « .« v . v v 4 e e e e e AN GV I
Equipment for your-
classes . C v e e e e e e e ' “: o
research. e e e e e e e e S A I -
office. . « « . ¢ v v v e v e e e Q- leaf .y PR

Services of

secretaries or clerks . . . . . « .| ¥ _
technicians or mechanicsS. . . « . . TR IRV |
teaching assistants . . . . . . - 1

(9]
A )

research assistants . . A I At R B K ~el |
Office, studio, or laturdtory for

quiet desk work . . . . . . & A P

student conferences . . . « « « . ne X

student research. . . « v « « « o o = {ta] 4 . : 2
your research . . L . IR B




CIRCLF. A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

BEST COPY AVRILABLE
20. Listed below are factors that might affect your decision .0

o
’.

to accept a faculty positicn at another university. ;ihc' - g?
Please indicate the crauny of positive or negative L0 > §a
C & NS

incentive vaiue cach fe.ter would have on your decision. ©

4

L_‘Yf
A

>
i
iid T

lf;_c ] .
Il &l <« df2 =) &

Being able .0 Tiv: rour €OonUS. o v v o v o o W W) 30| LY SY i} s i ]
Participouing with r ars in a wescerch group. o eS| -] 0f 3] e ]
A 5% salary increau: N B o) 3ol odpiof 1119
Less involvu-ent L ith nra”zato stadents & . . . o] - of A e | 3T
Better undertrodtvic SYUCEINtS o o v v 0 v 0 o o o=t el THELE L3]S
Prezotion in aCac. ¢ ren™. o v v v o v v v W W00 ] 3] AT 35 L ]
A university-centercd social 1ife . . o o o v o W O 5] Y57 T
More prestigions wrivsvsity oo o o . . . . .. W30 3] <Ok o
A large co orchetive dersrtment. o o 0 0 0 . W0l S9) o RYl LT |
Livine in a s21) omiversity town R BT ST R [T U Jend BRt
Less emphacis on . search Lrodxct1v1t/ A I | o] 30 l9f 24 -
A 1C salcry ircr 0L, A IS IR IRl B0d B
A suiang grolucte tranven in your specialty o o i} op VLA e |0}
Oppertinicy sor viivoi sity research funds o . . Jfoes ] =] 32«5 |21
Leaving ccuttorn Ciiternis o 0 o v o v v e o v o] - S S S B el O
[N EMEE VLR VIR 1 fak (R o (SO SN N Y Y e Y
Lied to drcchidn s b4 0 0 L 0 0 s e e s e e e a it N BERY! A B B
Pove connrebensive aringe Lonetits. o o0 0 0 0 e 300 sab sl

) o . . ~
21. To vidt extont does i noeny to you that HSC v tues & '

feculty contriiutions in cach v the Tollowiny areas? L ~
TR R T St I
IT elajeya]asjus
G oUndesivedusie clasraca toeching, o 0 o 0 0 o 6] i 39f 2y o eTE Y
. .- e ’ . P \ el -~ ]5 .
Zae Trcanmirg o crvadoove/uenteosional stedentu, oo L s ep e rp oo A o
St Sehalovly vepniiticn oo dvculty oo o 0 o o o P e sl e L 3
o Tuveviag e uracrarieunt expericnce. N KR T B R s S Y I
L SeNS IR PLTearCh TaNa L e . . R REAt BN At IROE RGN INRS! I
Scivice tn locel i wriry ond businces. ... .. e o o on iy
__h; Sewvice to lcc(l AN AW und p”b]lu FLTRR B AVINFERSH: SRR RN AN ENUY INNC' BED B
c_Pevaraipatoes on :'.wrt, schoanl ard
Ulngl:’]t_y (‘(J:u.-i.u (s . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -t - . £ ot M B
22, Please vbe a cholimny (V) oo the Ving novih do e a0 i
vhich yo - Ledicvs you bove i an dngortent. conirie, cilo .
-‘(';
. hod
Lo )
23. To what . -vwent oy vou b 0 hoe Seqeciat oo 0 )
Fovarded vy ok AU U s Univeyoty? L . '
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CIRCLE A RESPOLSE NUMBER FOR £ACH ITCH

24. Please indicate the response that best descrites yovr reactivn to the
following statcie erning the new University Council,
gEst COPt e
Responses

I Strongily njiree 2 tend L0 Ulo.Crce (o ]
3 Tend to Aaree 1 Stronqlv i rec

The size of the Council will prevent its actirg eficerively
as a decicion-rikin: bhuy, e L e b
The Univeraigy rosmitteoe Ceeucrire will be improved v
functicniras tnrowrn tise Council, o . . N CA DN P K3t
The new Univoersity Counc i will weaken the influence
of the ficuicy . . . . e . e B LR R BN
The .Council will prov fel ¢ weins for developini a .
university consansus on questions of policy. « . . . . . .- - T
Increasirg canparaticn o tnao ioauity, staff, ond stelints
will develon throwian wne Contdl v v v v v v v e v e o e e o= O ]
The Councii will restrict tre ro:rs oi ith2 prosident
and vice-presidents. . . . . e I B RS R B
The studint members are unl1£n]y to have s10n1fnt.nt
AN 1

INFIUCICC. & v v v e e o o o o o e et e e e e e e e e e e W= I

'3—'(,"0

<
O

25. At what level should thaore le wniforndty of micidce o0 exch of tha falle o
mattcis?

Responses

(3 versioy 3 Sdinol e ooy - T L

Sa]ar‘y "Pv.e]‘ L ] . [ ] L] ® L] L] ] L] ] L] L ] L] [} ] L] ] [ ] L ]
Teachina loads. . . .
Sabbatic. b or oLther 1ecves. v v v v v 6 6 o o o o

Tenm"'. ¢ o + e e s e e e+ s e ® & © e e o o o o e ‘l;gl ;' '_.,'. :;-)

26. Pleane indicate your opinion on the Tolloving jusuc- arvich bove Lorn pror nedd

or discunyud,

n Fospenns
A Steonly QAprroe 2 LT s T T U
l.

Apnrcve Yith oooore e 1 <0

0 I . . . » 1 ’ . ‘¢ :; . .L
Sharina oi foculty and faciliticy it other ccad in o4 i e
r'.'rl'll'(h l atit'liion”- . . ) - . 0 0 . . ) . 0 . . ) . . . ] . 1‘3&\ - !

A rinive f']u'v for eachoive o Lctwl rank. Lo o s s 0 L s L
A faculty o dory scale woitn ¢ albdistod ancye. oocovsidnoaent o oo ] -,
ADROTEL. BT oF G FPOWESE v v v v v v v e e e e e e e e e e e e e
A teoilty collective baraainier unit o o o o o 0 o o Lo T ]
levision oF the tenure Systei, o v v v v v v o v v e e e e e s T e R
Routine fireal stilent evalu.vicn of teachers. . . . . . . . . . = |.=] =] s
A univeriiiy quot . on tenured Taculty, o0 L 0 L L L L s e L e anlaod
Positive '”pl qatation of e Atireotive Aooien o wqi T
Increaned ¢ ;hasis, in research and cducativi. on AR Y
T S R A B

S L O A i AR Bl RO AN LTS BT ol B AU B - e

| o0 T ST R L S PO S S Y T Ve e e

Incy - Lo SN . e ] Lo R T

Strict ol s L s T RN TS Y B
boculos 7 b v [V L TR | LI L
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CIPCLE A RESPONSE MUMBER FOR EACH ITEM
BEST COPY AVAILABLE

Xy
27. in gerw.r2l, how would you rate the prospects within your \§° Q§§

depart:iant fer tha nost scvcfa] years for: 5}

new appointTonts at the level of ” .
INSLructor « « ¢ v ¢« v v o v v e e e o o o o |U9 ]3] o Te Z1{ €L |50
Assiciant Profossor. « v v v v v e e e e e e el sl ol il o |as
Associate Frofessor. v v v o v v o o o e o ol 9 22 | o] e sl i3
Profess0r. « v v o o o o o o o o o o 0 o o Wb pie ] 2zl Ez] 208 s

™
o i
it )F p—
w
P>
—
=
e

J
Ak

promotion to '
Acsociate Professore. v o v v o o v e 0 e ow o fdr fiE Lalfbufed) 20f s e
PI'OfQSSOY‘. . . . . . . ¢ o . ¢ o . . . . . . J.: - \' -t '.-(‘ ;.‘ "O‘l‘ U'; ;L'

o
o(' o"
v 36
28. How do you feccl ahout your prospects during the next D & &
several viars for: > N\

adeauate c2l2ry InCr2ases o oo v v v e e e 0 e
Opp)t.un’tj fer o better position at LSC. . . . .
SeLlr iy woequaie vesearch fundse o« 0 0 0 L 0 .

an ati:r ctive oii.r froo another university . . .

20, Ple=se inn® o thz ¢nient 0 uwhich you agree or disepree thit oonh of {ho

foinJLn'g “ shbeoare irue o the adwinistration ot LS.
_ Raosponses o
4 Sirongly ..gren 2 Tint (0 Lo grec

3 Teac to Lo 1 Staenndy Tavee o

- oneenn o

O I I O i

Procan.) ,r..c1o, and practicns are cons1°t(nL cod faiv ... L | | e R
freenu s e sTrucarr oo sonedls and dip it onis el iy

to e rore 1 nlen o 0 0 0w O I EEES B 4
Facilty oo vouarded accocding to their contrituiica to i

“nl\‘.! )]"' . ] » . . . [] [] ] . L[] L] [ ] . L[] [ L[] [ ] . [ . [] [] . [] ( 7( ‘l“‘ TQ -][
Th- r“”ine-.-.:irJ i~ consintunt in working tovad o210

for il o aln .. O R I I
The [eans ¢ o~ Vice- Ircs1d nt are becom1no 1nure~-|unlj isolate! } | . _

froa the (orulEy © v v v 6 o o o 6 o o o o o o 4 0 e 0 e REEE N B e B
Thy o o7 i taa‘fr” are ‘cbn.uly concerncd with "'

RS & G P E IR of 0% T1 Lty il Tacilitate and o sl

Liovett oo he t.ruli;. U A X6 AT B Al IR S
The o e e T i i nnd for the ot e rar

(i o RO v of Lo siudina C o . . y
™ : i . o in e ed g v oo ey

(. ! R A . e e & e s e s .« . . b " o
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COPY AT ™ 1RCLE A RESPONSE NUMBER FOR EACH ITEM

BESY N o
& e é§
30. In general, how much influence do each of the following <§é§- L
have over what goes on in your department? A S
Q&¢§ L ¥
T N DI
. 2 ; T
Undergraduate students. . . . . . . . . « . . . A IR Y R DY D AR R IDY Y
Graduate students . . . « « ¢« ¢« ¢ ¢ 0 . . AU R R A ! TS ROP I S
Department faculty as a whole . . . . . . . . «. B Y RN TP IS I B A Ve
A department executive committee. . . . . . o o o || - | [ eofer]e o0
Department chairperson. . . . . . . . R IRCRT B IRV IDEY| B IS B B
The Dean of the school. . . . « v « ¢ v ¢ o o o« o b 7 v ] 2e
University Committees . . . . . . R 1530 AN S Ry et S CR! B¢
Vice-Presidents . . . « « « ¢« ¢« « ¢« ¢« ¢« . . e oo b gl T 39) 33 3e
University President. . . . . « . « v v v v o o o | L —o ST 0 A 22
USC support groupsS. . « « « « « « o « o« o o AR U R I RO I RSN KRS B
Granting agencies . . . . . . e e e e e R ] IR I I L B R B
National accrediting groups . . . « « « « « « ¢« & : R A IR R RO AR 2
31. Do you think that USC will be a better or worse place for students, faculty,
and yourself five years from now?
Responses
|3 Better 2 No Change 1 Worse |
Undergraduate students . . . . . . . « .« ¢ . .. Al R B ot
Graduate students. . . . . . . . . .. N o R B IR
Faculty. . . « « « « « « o« . e e e e e e e e e N L I h !vl
Yourself . . . . . . . e e e e e e e A S KT 20

32. Which academic schedule would you prefer?

Trimester with first session ending tefcre Christmas . . . . . (7
Quarters with first session ending before Christmas. . . . . . .
4-1-4 with first session ending before Christmas . . . . . . . (.
2 semesters plus surmer {current schedule) . . . . . . . . . . .o
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APPENDIX B

UNREPORTED ANALYSES

(Statistically significant differen es
not detailed in the report)
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Item

Item
4b

5a

lten

¢

Item

17f

17n

Response

1
2
3

RESEOHSE

1
2
3

W N =

Response

£ G PN =

rResponse

£ 00N =

£ I

Percent Giving

Each Response

Arts Bus Eng Hum 4.Sci  S.Sci
10 19 38 23 31 12
58 50 42 46 28 21
32 31 19 32 41 68

Percent Giving tach Response
aP AP P Total
23 13 16 19
3b 44 56 45
40 44 28 36
0 0 2 |
11 11 7 9
40 36 36 36
49 53 55 53
Percent Giving Each Respounse
Arts Dus Eng Hum N.Sci S.S¢Ci
0 0 4 0 0 0
0 4 16 5 4 3
22 33 36 42 15 42
78 62 44 53 79 56

Percent Giving tach Response

AP
15 17 0
35 30 26
35 37 48
15 15 26
49 20 40
36 36 34
8 39 22
8 4 4
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Total

11
29
41
19

37
36
22

5

Total

22
38
39

—
(o)
[
[=1]
w—

O (W '
— ) U



[tem

17p

17s

17t

[tem

10a

10c

[ten

—
o
[+ 4]

QA L OO0

Response

W N - £ W N -

W N -

Response

1
2
3

W N —

Percent Giving Each Response

arts  Bus Eng Hum .Sci  5.Sci Total
11 12 26 9 3 0 10
22 24 41 9 34 14 24
44 32 18 41 41 58 40
22 32 15 41 el 28 26
11 4 7 0 22 19 12
17 35 33 27 44 33 33
33 42 52 59 26 42 42
39 19 7 14 7 6 14
6 19 22 18 24 12 17
17 35 33 36 38 53 37
39 31 33 32 34 21 31
39 15 11 14 3 15 15

Percent Giving Each Reswunse

aP AP P Total
6 4 16 9
5 65 69 64
0 30 16 27
10 10 29 17
39 46 49 45
51 44 22 38

Average Ratincs

Arts Bus Eng Hum d.5¢i  S.Sci Total
6.3 6.0 5.4 6.0 6.0 5.8 5.9*%
5.8 4.9 5.1 5.6 5.6 5.8 5.5*
4.6 4.5 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.2 4.4*
6.7 6.7 6.3 6.7 6.4 5.5 6.5*
4.1 4.8 3.9 4.0 3.6 3.4 3.9*
4.1 4.0 3.4 3.0 3.0 2.5 J.2
3.4 4.0 3.1 3.0 2.9 2.3 3.0
4.5 5.0 3.5 3.4 3.5 4.2 3.0

*nit sifferences are J27 si nificant at .0°% leved
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Percent Giving Each Response

[tem Response Arts  Bus  Eng  Hum il.Sci  5.5Ci Total
13a 1 44 4 20 41 34 19 2
2 17 8 20 18 34 22 21
3 11 56 44 27 24 32 33
4 28 32 16 14 7 27 21
18e 1 41 16 19 23 31 21 28
2 0 17 12 41 24 44 25
3 29 29 46 27 34 32 34
4 29 8 23 9 10 3 13
18h | 75 76 9 71 20 52 47
2 0 0 30 14 20 18 16
3 19 19 44 i4 47 24 23
a4 6 5 17 0 13 6 9
181 1 59 77 18 48 23 58 45
2 6 4 26 33 17 6 17
3 24 9 48 14 53 33 2
4 12 9 7 5 7 3 6

Percent Giving Lach Respense

iter usponse aP AP P Total
1913 3+4 94 80 95 91
19.4d 3+4 35 47 71 50
19.in 3+4 61 56 81 66
194p 344 43 57 69 56
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Average Ratinns

ltem arte bus  Eng Humo @LSed o S.scd Total
204 3.9 4.8 5.3 5.3 s.b 5.4 5.1
b 3.3 5.3 5.4 5.2 5.9 5.5 5.4
e 5.2 4.7 4.7 5.6 5.6 5.6 5.3
21b 5.6 3.2 4.9 4.4 4.4 3.2 4.5
e 5.1 i 6.3 4.9 v.9 .0 5.¢€
f 5.1 3.7 3.5 4.2 3.0 3.6 4.1
9 4.7 35 3.4 4.3 3.6 4.3 3.9
h 4.9 3.0 3.6 3.1 3.6 3.0 3.7
a> AP Total
2la 5.0 3.9 3.9 3.6
. 3.3 3.8 4.1 3.7
Percent Giving cach Roesponse
esponse ap P Total
22¢ ! 5J 65 72 62
0 50 35 28 33
22¢ : 26 42 2
0 95 74 53 7%
Percent Giving bach “espon.e
lte . lesprnse Arts bus  Eng  Hum .. Cod 5.0CH fotal
22. ! 66 15 33 48 53 54 11
0 32 ed 67 52 67 46 by
22e l 5 0 63 9 50 16 25
0 95 100 37 91 50 84 ’5
22f 1 10 50 22 0 13 3 It
0 90 50 73 100 S7 97 2
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Item 24a
Percent Giving

Item 24b
Percent Giving

P

—
OIS NWOOHDODO0OO

| >

24 Eacn Response Each Pesponse
Unit 12 3 4 123
Arts 0 11 67 22 29 29 14
Bus 0 27 50 23 10 50 35
Eng 5 20 75 0 10 30 50
Hum 6 33 39 22 11 22 67
N.Sci 0 25 45 30 6 56 39
S.Sci 0 38 38 24 10 39 15
Med 0 17 64 19 2 35 58
Dent-Law 7 33 21 29 8 38 31
Others 10 28 35 23 6 33 42
TOTAL 2 25 52 21 7 35 48
iteir. 24d Item 24e
Percent Giving Percent Giving
Each Response Each Resionse
Unit 1 2 3 4 1 4 3
arts 11 22 67 0 12 38 50
Bus 24 14 48 14 10 52 38
Eng 14 33 48 5 18 45 36
Hum 12 41 41 6 11 44 39
l.Sci 11 61 22 6 10 63 21
S.Sci 20 37 49 3 21 36 39
Med 0 33 64 2 2 39 54
Dent-Law 8 25 42 25 7 43 43
Others 5 31 49 15 5 32 49
T TAL 8 34 51 7 3 42 45
[ten: 24y Item 26f
Parcent Giving Percent Giving
26 Each Rasponse Each Response_
Unit 1 2 3 4 l 2 3
nrts 0 11 33 56 0 21 50
Bus 5 48 33 14 32 8 2
Eng 9 27 54 9 22 22 22
Hun 0 28 56 17 15 25 30
N.Sci 6 24 53 18 5 25 21
S.Sci 3 24 42 30 24 15 24
Meu 2 50 4z 5 2 33 29
Dent-Law 0 21 64 14 6 44 25
Others 10 41 41 8 7 17 45
TITal 4 33 45 13 11 25 30
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Average Average

[ten Unit Rating Unit Rating
28¢ Arts 2.9 S.Sci 3.6
Bus 3.1 Med 3.1
Eng 4.2 Dent-Law 3.2
Hum 2.4 Others 3.6
N.Sci 4.5 TOTAL 3.4
Percent Giving
[tem Each Response
29%¢ Rank 1 2 3 4
aP 8 26 40 25
AP 10 27 45 18
P 3 33 24 40
TOTAL 7 28 36 30
299 Unit 1 2 3 4
Arte 11 50 33 6
Bus 20 40 24 16
Eng 4 58 38 0
Hum 24 57 14 5
N.Sci 40 28 28 4
S.Sci 33 42 22 3
Med 6 41 46 7
Dent-Law 7 36 50 7
Others c 34 32 9
TOTAL 16 42 36 7
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